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As we come closer to the crisis in the Geneva negotiations 
about Laos it is clear that on our side -- and probably on the other 
side -- there will be increasing thought about a split Laos. It is 

evidently a situation where all the alternatives involve risk; and none 

of the alternatives are particularly pleasant. 

Moreover, it is possible that the other side will confront us with 
a situation where a split Laos is the only alternative short of fighting 

a war to clean the Communist element out of the North. 

But we do face a choice as to how hard we press at the conference, 

in possible bilateral talks with the Russians, and conceivably at the 

UN itself for a unified Laos -with a tolerably effective ICC as opposed 

to resigning ourselves to a split. It may be useful, therefore, to lay 

out dispassionately the pros and cons of a unified, as opposed to a 

split, Laos. So far as a unified Laos is concerned, the most we could 

hope for is a unified Laos with a considerable Communist clement in 

/ 

the government, which would give relatively free play' to the further 








political development of the Pathet Lao party within Laos and which 


would exert on the government a strong Communist influence. Lf 


there were to be an ICC with reasonable independence of the Lao 


government, there is some hope that political elements within Laos, 


anxious to maintain the independence of the country, would gain 


strength. Without such an independent international presence, it 


seems most unlikely that a neutralist Lao government could effectively 


resist pressures from Hanoi. To simplify the problem, therefore, 


we should compare the most favorable case we can envisage -- a 


neutral government with a tolerably effective ICC with a split Laos. 


The case for the neutral unified government is as follows. 


1. There will be great international resisten.ee to splitting 


another country. 


2. We would leave open the possibility that a gradual gathering 


of impulses in Laos for independence would reduce the Communist 


strength -in Laos, notably if the ICC could force the removal of the 




3. A unified country would permit the U,S. to disengage from 


direct involvement in a milita ry- political situation that is extremely 


awkward and to concentrate in Southeast Asia on Thailand and Viet-Nam. 


The argument against a neutralist Laos with an ICC is that once 


the American presence were withdrawn, it might be very difficult, 


whatever the diplomatic agreement may be, to prevent a subtle or 


progressive takeover by Communist elements. We do not know how 


successful the ICC would be in protecting the Lao- Viet-Nam and 


Lao-Thailand borders. 


and would provide the possibility of a 


continued American military presence in the strategic southern part 


of the country. (Z) :Jt would give us time to build a more effective 


Lao government in the South than we now have. (3) It would put 
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potentially friendly forces along the Laos -Viet- Nam front south of 

the seventeenth parallel. 

The argument against a split is that: 

1. It would virtually guarantee an extension of full-scale 

» 

Vietminh control down to the southern border of Northern Laos. 

2. It is uncertain whether infiltration could be effectively 
checked from northern into southern Laos and thence into Viet-Nam. 

3. Political and military viability of a southern Laos governme 

under Phoumi is questionable. 




